The only reasons for making a special exception and treating combinations under Anonymos as legitimate names of species would be in order to retain the specific epithets given by Walter in his Flora and to associate them with Walter's name as author. An analysis (see p " The use of a binary nomenclature for subdivisions of species is illegitimate. But if a binary name is proposed by an author for a subspecies, in order to avoid name-changes the generic name is ignored and the resultant ternary combination is attributed to the original author.
" It is permissible to reduce more complicated names to ternary combinations." "Examples: The name Anemone alpicola, published by Rouy and Foucaud (Fl. Fr. I, 42: 1895) for a subspecies of A. alpina L., is treated as equivalent to Anemone alpina subsp. alpicola Rouy et Fouc., and should be cited as such."
Remarks. The word " illegitimate" is substituted for the undefined phrase " not admissible." The paragraph on the regularisation of subspecific binary names is suggested both by convenience and by custom. It is clearly desirable not to outlaw the numerous names of this kind employed in standard works such as Rouy and Foucaud's " Flore de France " and Nyman's "Consp. Fl. Eur." Briquet was evidently of the same opinion. In his Prodr. Fl. " The name of a bigeneric hybrid (i.e. a hybrid between species of two genera) consists of a new ' generic ' name, usually formed by a combination of the names of the parent genera, and a ' specific' epithet. 'All hybrids between the same two genera bear the same 'generic ' name. As the generic characters of the parent genera may be very variously combined in these hybrids, no useful purpose ~320 would be served by attempting to supply a 'generic' description. Hence, the 'generic' name is considered as validly published if it is effectively published with a mention of the two genera concerned."
Remarks. If Art. 31 is amended as above so as to cover all hybrids, provisions (1) and (2) Remarks. The current text might give the impression that it was unnecessary to look for earlier subdivisional names not falling into the categories mentioned, and the meaning of the final sentence is problematic.
The wording of the first phrase is altered, as it was ambiguous; the genera are kept distinct as subgenera.
H. K. AIRY-SHAW and B. L. BURTT.
(21) REC. xxxv. Amend to read: " When several species are united under one specific name, under which they are treated as subspecies or varieties, the subdivision which includes the type of the specific epithet adopted should be designated by the same epithet unaltered, unless an earlier one is available. The customary conventional terms, typicus, originarius, genuinus, verus, veridicus, etc., where already used in place of epithets should, however, be retained for the groups concerned, unless it is proved that these groups do not include the type of the specific epithet, in which case the terms concerned must be rejected. Such conventional terms are not epithets and cannot serve as the basis of new combinations.
Remarks. The adoption of the specific epithet for the subdivision which includes the type makes it possible to retain that epithet when the subdivision is transferred to another species. 324 Experience has shown that the use of the conventional terms, typicus, genuinus, etc., is open to grave objection: in some cases they have been applied to subdivisions which do not include the type, and as shown in the remarks under Proposal (6) (Rec. XVIII) they are not transferable when the subdivision is transferred to another species. Remarks. The expression "taken from generic names (substantives or adjectives) " has proved to be misleading, certain botanists having erroneously spelt epithets like hedericola with a capital initial letter on the ground that they were " taken from " a generic name, while others have spelt Hederae with a small initial letter on the ground that it is not a generic name, but the genitive of a generic name. The indication, after each set of epithets, whether they are descriptive, geographical, personal or generic will make the text clearer. It is not immediately obvious in the presenf text, for example, that Hyssopifolia is a former generic name. Since 1837 it has been used in practically all botanical and horticultural literature, and nearly all the illustrations of the genus that have appeared since that year will be found under Hippeastrum.* (3) The name Leopoldia Herbert has never been used for the genus. In those works (almost all before 1837) where the name Hippeastrum was not used, the species were included under Amaryllis.
No type was indicated by Herbert and no lectotype has been chosen hitherto so far as can be ascertained. H. reginae (L.) Herb. is the only species of Hippeastrum definitely named by Linnaeus, and agrees well with Herbert's original description. 
